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Room N-3647
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Washington, D.C. 20210

Re: Recently published information on Indoor Air Quality
Dear Debra:

R. J. Reynolds hereby submits new information that is relevant to OSHA’s rulemaking on
Indoor Air Quality. Below are discussions of the implications of this information for the
rulemaking. R.J. Reynolds requests that this letter, including these discussions, be entered into
the record.

“Smoking Banned in Most Workplaces, Survey Shows,” Business & Legal Reports, Inc.,
1996.

This report provides new information relévant to important issues in the rulemaking:
First, under section 1(b) of Executive Order 12,866, OSHA must specifically demonstrate that
private markets and public institutions have failed to address the workplace smoking issue. As we
stated in our post-hearing brief, RIRT, 1996 [Ex. 535], the rulemaking record, including citations
by OSHA, itself, indicates that the private market is addressing successfully the issue of
workplace smoking. RJRT, 1996, [Ex. 535, V-18, 19].

The attached survey from Business & Legal Reports, Inc. further supports this contention.
According to this most recent survey, approximately 96% of employers surveyed either banned
smoking in offices or permitted smoking only in designated areas (75% banned smoking, 21%
permitted smoking only in designated areas). With respect to plant areas, 91% either banned
smoking or permitted smoking only in designated areas (62% banned smoking, 29% permitted
smoking only in designated areas).

“We work for smokers.”’
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The fact that most companies have already addressed workplace smoking strongly rebuts
OSHA'’s assertion of market failure. As the record indicates, clearly, the market has not failed,
and thus, OSHA’s Proposed Rule is neither “reasonably necessary nor appropriate.”

Second, OSHA must take this data into account when assessing current occupational
exposures to ETS. In the Secretary of Labor’s recent brief to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit, the Secretary asserted that “assessing the levels of ETS currently
present in workplaces is one novel technological issue that must be resolved in this proceeding.”
The Secretary of Labor’s Response to ASH’s Petition for Mandamus at p. 9, fn. 3, ASH v. OSHA
(D.C. Cir. 1996), No. 95-1615.

Moreover, as we discussed in our post hearing brief, RJRT, 1996, [Ex. 535, II-89 to Il-
94], present workplace exposures are significantly lower than in the past. OSHA must account
for this decrease in smoker prevalence. In its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, OSHA estimated
that more than 74.2 million nonsmoking adults in the workforce would be covered by its proposed
rule. 59 Fed. Reg. 15995. Yet, OSHA also estimated that more than 74 million nonsmoking
American workers are exposed to ETS in their places of employment. 59 Fed. Reg. 16007.
Clearly, this latter estimate is based on evidence that has been superseded and must be adjusted.
Thus, data such as the above survey are essential for OSHA’s calculations regarding current
occupational exposures.

“First Wave Of Md. Smoking Ban Fines Leaves Businesses Fuming,” Indoor Air Review
5(12): 1, 10; February, 1996

Under the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995, 2 U.S.C. § 1501 et seq. (“UMRA”),
OSHA is required to take several steps to minimize any adverse effects that its proposed
workplace smoking ban will have on the 23 states which have chosen to adopt their own safety
and health programs in compliance with Section 18(c) of the OSH Act. 29 U.S.C. § 667(c)(2).
Among other things, OSHA'’s cost/benefit calculations must include an assessment of the
enforcement costs that would be placed on each of these state programs.

The attached article, “First Wave Of Md. Smoking Ban Fines Leaves Businesses Fuming,”
Indoor Air Review 5(12): 1, 10; February, 1996, discusses the impact of the Maryland
Department of Labor workplace smoking ban. In this article, Ileana C. O’Brien, deputy
commissioner of labor and industry, concedes that, “[i]t would be practically impossible for the
department to follow up on every consumer complaint with an inspection. There just isn’t enough
time.”

OSHA must recognize that many states have limited inspection resources. Enforcement of

a workplace smoking regulation would add to the already enormous burden placed on state
inspectors and would detract from the inspectors’ abilities to address serious workplace safety and
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health matters.

Moreover, at the federal level, the OSH Act requires OSHA to respond to all complaints
with an inspection, if the Secretary has reasonable grounds to believe that a violation of an OSHA
standard exists. 29 U.S.C. § 657(f)(1). Thus, federal OSHA would have no option but to follow-
up on every complaint with an inspection. Because the OSH Act requires OSHA to inspect all
complaints, a federal smoking ban would cause federal inspection resources to be diverted away
from all other matters.

Ogden, Michael W, “Occupational Exposure to Environmental Tobacco Smoke,” JAMA.
1996; 275(6): 956-960.

The attached published letter by Dr. Michael Ogden explains one of the major flaws in Dr.
Hammond’s recent article on occupational exposure to ETS, Hammond, S.K., Sorensen, G,,
Youngstrom, R. and Ockene, J K., “Occupational Exposure to Environmental Tobacco Smoke,”
JAMA. 1995;274:956-960. As stated by Dr. Ogden, Hammond improperly calculated 7 days of
nicotine exposure by dividing the exposure level by 45 hours instead of 168 hours. This error
greatly increases the estimated levels of exposure. If Hammond had used the proper calculations,
her estimated exposure levels would have been substantially lower.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this new information to OSHA.

Truly yours,
a £ Wind
oy (rdl)
Mary E. Ward

cc: Elaine Bynum, OSHA Docket Office (w/attachments)
Susan Sherman (w/attachments)



Occupstional Exposure
o Enviconmental Tobacco Smoke
To the Editor.~The article by Dr Hammond and colleagues’
sppears to contain a serious ervor in data ealculation. The
authors state that passive monitors for nicotine were exposed
for “1 week "™ Assuming this means 7 days, the monitors were
for a period of 168 hours. Howevar, it appears that
the authors used only 45 hours in the calculstion of airborne
nicotine concentration (with the possible exception of samples
acquired at “fire stations”), If 0, correcting this miscaleula-
tion significantly alters the conclusions with res to po-
tential worker risk as stated in their article in the ac-
companying American Medical Association news release.

All official analysis methods of which I am sware (National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, Occupational
Safety and Health Administration, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, American Society for Testing and Materials,
International Standards Organization, Association of Qfficial
Analytical Chemists, etc) require that airborne concentration
be calculated using the total air volume sampled. The
justification by Hamriond et al for their unortiiodox data
treatment (using only 45 of the 168 hours) is that “smoking
was assumed to be taking place for 9 hours a day on each
workday.” However, it has been known for nearly 10 years
that nicotine concentrations do not decay to zero quickly
in the absence of smoking, whereas other measured com
nents of environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) do.! For ex-
ample, it has been demonstrated that nicotine desorbing from
interior surfaces and cigarette butts can result in significant
sirborne levels in the absence of smoking in a well-ventilated,
grounded aircraft.? In that study, average nicotine concen-
trations were found to be 6.0 ug/m® for an overnight, 8-hour
sample. Further, it has been shown that nicotine adsorbs onto
the outside of the passive monitor housings used by
Hammond et al and continues to be sampled in the absence
of other sources of nicotine.!

Therefore, even if no smoking occurred “after hours” in the
workplaces studied by Hammond et al and even if the
workplaces were unoccupied after “normal” business hours
(ie, no overtime, additional workshifts, or cleaning crews), it
is incontrovertible that nicotine would continue to be col-
lected by the passive monitors. Accordingly, the fill sampling
time must be used in cslculating airborne nicotine concen-
trations. It appears that the concentrations reported by
Hammond et al must be divided by 3.7 (168/45) to yield the
actual concentrations in the workplaces studied. When cal-
culated correctly, the aversge concentrations that result for
the selected workplaces studied by Hammond et al become
more consistent with the personal axposures of workers in

more typical workplaces found in other studies in the 1990s.*

.. The pertinent issue in occupational exposure assessment is
the actual amount of exposure (as determined by personal
monitoring) that the worker receives at work, not the
inappropriately adjusted weeklong concentration obtained
from stationary air sampling during a time in which the
worker is mostly absent. This issue can be resolved by
relevant experimental investigations and objective data
evaluations. Unfortunately, the article by Hammond et al
does not appear to meet either of these criteria.

Michael W. Ogden, PhD

R. J. Reynolds Tobaceo Co

Winston-Salem, NC

Exrtes by Margaret A, Winker, MD. Senior Egacr. anc P 8. Fontanarosa, MO,
Servor Eomor.

JAMA, Februlry 14, 1996--Vol 275, No. 8
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-_,",__,,? gnploya:lnveunmadm-
. “-‘gemmonoﬁhemnkmgpvhibmm
ezl B 3o, their workplace™
“The official complaint registration pro-
_ udmemedepmmemfollowsu\ownd
" a form to the employee making the com-
* plaint. The employee is supposed to fill
anmeformmdoendnbackmmede-
: . Dfficials may then inspect the
pemmofmemnndanploya .
State labor officials will pursue com-
pmntsﬁledbywstombmﬁ:&eom-
plunnmhnntnedbywnnngalmw
lhe'busnuslomfotmmamofthemn
ing rules. ;
’ ‘l!wou]dbcmallymmossiblcfor
ﬁ:edepanmmnofonow up every con-

nnna'complmntwnhanmspecuon. said " §

- Deana C. O'Brien, deputy commissioner

oflaborandindusu'y *There just isn't

‘ enough time.”
‘l‘heﬁnesmbasedonnfotmxﬂnm—
volving eight factors: the history of the

: ' employers violations; the size of the busi-
- -ness; gravity of the violation; good faith

. oftheemploymmcomplymgoucethey

were found in violation; injury and illpess

- gate of employees; the existence and qual-

ity of a safety and training program; ac-

tual harm to buman health including in-

.jury and .illness; and the extcnt of
violations.

, gecurring

~ Government At Its Worst

‘But acconding to Bob A. Lecos, pres-

- ident of the Restaurant Association of
“Metropolitan Washington, the fines were

“levied under s set of assumptions whol-

1y contradicted by the written word of the

. The regulations state élearly the oaly
" wiolations subject 10 investigation are
from employees affected by non-compli-

. nce with the workplace ban, Lecos said,
.>adding that customer claims and viola-
honsmnotundadxemoﬁhxshw

... *It was an employee-workplace ori-

"~ wented regulation, yet fully a third of the
= ﬁm:efoil.ﬂcomplnntsamefromme
__sactivists from the umbrelia group Coali-
-- . tion for Smoke-Free Maryland Work-
- places,” Lecos said. “So until such time

‘Microblal Analysis

~Maryland Oocupanonal Sajety and Heslth
{MOSH] can clearly demonpstrate it has
filtered out any inconsisteocies in the yar-

" ticular wording in the law, 1t it not ap~

-propriate for any establishment to get
fined” -

Hie added that he believed the “rgu-

- {ation was promulgated by a regulatory

agency, created by a regulatory ageicy,

oo when it would have been iegisiative-

1y overridden because of its overbeaing

impact on Maryland busidesses, the reg-

mnlatory agency agreed to amend it: in-
seations. However, the mk badin’t dried

on the signed agreement before the
ngmcywasmfmngﬂnlawmmmnon
of the regulation. It’s government i1 its
aporst.”

Citizen Complaints
- Responding 10 the Restaurant Asioci-
ation’s criticism, O'Bnien said thay inj-

# _Fungal identification to Genus
% Grouping of Asperglilus spacies
% Gram Staln and Morphological
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(MOSH] can clearly demonstrate it bas
filtered out any incousistencies in the par-
ticular wording in the law, it is not ap-
pmpriateforanyecubhahmtbm

A Headded(hﬂhebebevedlbe"mgu-
fation was promulgated by a regulatory
agency, created by a regulatory agency,
and when it would have been legislative-
 y overridden because of its overbearing
impact on Maryland businesses, the reg- -
-ulatory ageacy agreed to amend its in-
sentions. Howevet.tbeinkhdn‘tdned
on the signed agreement before the
mmeuforcmgﬂnhwinmhm
oftheregulmon lt'sgovemmentum
-worst.”

Citizen Gompia!nis '

g to the Restaurant Associ-
mon s cnucnsm. O'Bnen sud that ini-

-

tiaﬂyhbormdind:mmdﬁmnot
in the business of resolving issues be-
twoen customers and establishments.
“The customer can write off a fetter
20 the commissioner’s office,” O’Briea
said. *The commissioner's office thea
- writes a letter 10 the establishment, giv-
ing the establishment a copy of the law
nduhn;nhpleaemkemhum

'Sheuidﬂsellmnmnﬁummon
i not comfortable with this process be- -
mekhclwmh:haﬂdonlybednm
by employee complaints. -
*What the association would have us
-do is ignore the complaints of the citizens
- of Maryland,” she said. “The language in
- the law passed by the General Assembly
- specificzlly relating to smoking is silent
- .40 what kinds of complaints we [labor and
- jndustry] can respond to.” - -

MOSH Act :

The regulation that was accepted was
adopted into the whole of MOSH Act,
which is where the provisions for how to
inspect, ute.ﬁnzandnppeda!l were es-
tablished

’ “Under the MOSH Act,we [hbor and
industry] have specific amhomy to re-
spoad to complaints that arise from em-
ployee complaints,” O’Brien said. “The
law does not preclude us from doing in-
. spections resulting from other types of
complaints. However, we have to have
substantial evidence or reasonable evi-
_dence that a violation is occurring. So
-the law certainly provides that we can
consider sources of information, other
than employee complaints, that are in-
dicative of a problem.”

She said the focus of the Department
of Labor and Industry is not penalizing,
-but educating Maryland businesses. The
gepartment realizes there is some “gen-
wine confusion™ with portions of the law.

- The department worked with the Restau-
Tant Association, which sent out 10,000
notices to their members to attend edu-
cational sessions around the state, to
spread the word, but only 100 people .
.showed up at the state-wide sessions.

There are still some gray areas in the
'leguhﬁon. and honest mistakes will be
made, but the most important factor is ed-
wcation and awareness, O'Brien said.

!{lneluvled

‘The employers peaalized for allowing
workers to smoke indoors include Brook-
Iya Cycle World of Baltimore, fined the
{argest amount, $1,350, and Shoney’s, in
Wuminmr.fmed $1.300 for “not ea-
‘suring there was po smoking in an es-
closed workplace.” Kelly’s Deli in
Rockville was fined $225, representing
a 30 percent reduction for “cffective
sbatement during the inspection.” The
"Baltimore Housing Partoership Inc. was
fined $875, and B&K Distributors was
fined $375.

The manager of Kelly’s Deli success-
fully appealed the remaining $225 fine on
the grounds his establishment exceeded
the regulation’s requirements by having
scparate ventilation and a segregated

smoking area.

“This pew regulation is going to harm
more people than it helps,” the deli’s man-
ager said. “Prior to the regulation, a sep-
-arate ventilation system was required.
However, it isn’t any

The magager of Kelly's Deh believed

be had attempted to comply with the law
and that he was well within the scope of
complying, O’Brien said. ‘
_ Prior 1o the inspection, Kelly’s man-
ager moved two tables over into a sepe-
rale ares, calling it a bar area and allow-
ing smoking only in this section, O'Briea
said. Because the deli had an “on-or-off”
liquor license, the magger thought it was
allowed to designate such a specific “bar
area.” ;

“We have kept the citation on the
Books, but we have rescinded the penal-
ty,” O'Brien said.

‘There are a number of appeal process-
es employers can pursue. One form of ap-
peal is the informal conference, as was
used with Kelly's Deli, O'Brien said, in
-which the m2nager or OWL meets with
the supervisor in their area, providing
information either verified or disputed by
the inspector. Following the meeting, the
commissioner reaches a decision. -

In this particular instance, becanse the
-deli had made the whole workplace
smoke-free, it seemed the “best ap-
pmuh was not to fine them, O'Briea

‘memtemlleonunuewenfmceﬂ)e
law and will soon levy more fines,

- O'Brien said.
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Smoking Banned in Most Workplaces, Survey Shows

‘Three out of four employers prohibit smoking in all office areas,
and over 60 percenthave banned smoking in plant arvus, scconding
10 & recent survey of 2,000 employers conducted by Business and
LegalReporia, Inc. Asthe graphbelow indicates, employersinthe
health carc industry have the most restrictive policies, while
manufacairers and retail/wholessic firms remain somewhat more
“smoker-friendly” than employcrs in other industrics. However,
even in mamufacturing, where tolerstion is highest, some 5§

‘percent of cmployers report & total ban on smoking in the shap.

Few employers restrict smobing in orudoor sreas except in the
education scctor, in waich some 38 percent of employers prohibit
smoking altogether, cven outdoors (sce Table 3).

Regional ditferences few

Tiwre was litde varlation from one geographic area i another
oxceplin the Far West region (oc Tabile | and Table 2), consisiing
mainly of employcrs in California, Oregon, and Washingion.
California and Washington have cnacied ruther stringenat work-
place smoking restrictions. thus sccounting for the relatively high
proportion of employers in this region that prohibit smoking.

Written policies common

Most employers now ha'c a written policy covering smoking in
the warkpiace (sec Tahlc ¢), with writer palicies mote comman

among employers of more thas 100 peopls then among smaller
organizations. Not-for-profit firms are sle0 somcwhat more likely
1han for-peofit companiss «© have a wrisen smoking policy.

Cateteria smoking on the way out?

Only shout ope i seven employers permiz smolking in lunch
rooms. There was some varlaton from indusry 10 industry in this
measure, howsver, with manufecturers most kikaly 1o permit
smoking in the cafewria (23 percent) and health care and goven.

nient =mploswrs lesst liky to allow it (2 pezcent and 5 percent,

respectively).

Quit-smoking programs

A minorty of employers is actively engaged in belping their
workers give up the nasty babit (sce Table 5). Some 8 percent
actually hold smoking aessation clagses, while 14 percent sponsor
classes, and 17 percent pick up the b for them.

Other smoking issues

Only shout one in ten employers allow individuals 10 designate
theirown workspece as smoking/nonsmoking (ses Table 6). Some
7 percent of the respondents reported creating new physical
basriers or installing ventilation 10 sccommodate smokers. A few
employers (2 percent) refuse 10 hire smokers at all. sest

Smoking Prohibition

Percent of Employers with Smoking Ban in Various Areas ot Workplace

SEERERERE

Manulectudng  Finance/Services

T Ta e
Govemnment

B Oflica Aress

Educstion

D Pant Arasa

© 1996 Dusiness & 1 age) Reports, Ine.




Table 1: Smoking Restrictions: Otfices

Number of
Clamsificat

Al amployers 1896

€ast Conval region €03

Far West region 130

NortheasvMiddie Atlentic region 426
Southern region 809

Central/Rocky Mountain/Southwest region s
Smalt (flewer than 100 employees) 631
Mid-sized (100-500 employess) 835
Large (more than 500 employees) 354
For profit 888

Not for profit 339

Public sector aso

Private sector ast

Manutecturing 658

Finance/Services 203

Government 106

Education 9?7

Health 215

RetallVWWnolosale 126

Ressarch & Development 21

Numbor of

What smoking restrictions are in place for oftice areas?

Parcont of Emplayers Reperting Specified Polloy

Prohbited Pormined Permined
Except in Exosptin in
Toaly Desigrated Designamd Fire Mazard
Prohibasd Aegs = __Aeey |
75 2t 2 3
78 21 2 2
92 8
7 24 1 2
72 n 2 4
” 1?7 2 3
76 19 2 3
75 21 1 3
73 25 1 1
n 24 2 3
80 10 1 1
73 2 2 3
75 21 1 2
n 23 2 4
70 23 2 2
77 19 2 2
79 20 1
87 12
67 20 2 8
71 Fa]

Table 2: Smoking Restrictions: Plant Areas
What smoking restirictions are in place tor plant areas?

Percent of Emgloyers Reporting Specified Policy

—Classification Emplovers
All employers 1328

East Central region 420

Far Wast regeon 104

NortheastMicdie Atdantic region 300

Southern region 422

CentralVRocky Mountain/Southwest region 9

Small flewer than 100 smployees) - 381 -

Mid-sized (100-500 employess) 628

Large (more than 500 employees) 276

For profit 638

Not for profit 188

Public sector 222

Private sector 613

Manufacturing 648

Finance/Services 64

Governmont 53

| Education 63
Health 122

RetailWholesale 104

Research & Develcpment 13

Prohibited Pormitad Parmitind
Touly Except n Excopl in s n
© Designawd Hazard
Prohibited Aroas Aroas Arsas

62 2 4 ]
62 28 3 7
81 168 1 2
60 29 S [
56 4 4 ]
7S 18 4 5
62 28 4- 8
&1 o 4 [ ]
60 M 4 2
58 3 3 [ ]
78 19 2 2
6 30 3 3
62 30 3 ]
53 <] 5 8
72 bx 2 3
64 30 2 4
n 21

8S 13 1 1
62 2 4 8
62 38
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Table 3;: Smoking Restrictions: Outdoor Areas
What smoking (nlrlctlons am In place for outdoor areas?

Porcant of Empleyers Aeporing Specified Policy

Prohbied Pumlbd Permined
of Exoepl in '&emu
Claasificaton Nwhove o P' Designated ooolomud Hazerd
Al employsrs 1313 12 44 ? 37
East Conval region 401 14 40 [ 30
Far West uqlon 7 10 47 8 34
Northeast/Middia Atlantic 284 12 40 7 41
. Southcm rog 442 10 L) ] 36
Centrai/Rocky Mountain/Southwest roglon es 7 54 12 27
Smafl (jewer than 100 empioyees) e 12 8 7 AS
Mid-sized (100-500 empicyses) 595 o 48 ] £ 14
Large {more ®an 800 employeos) 294 193 48 8 20
For profit 630 9 4“ 7 40
Not for prott 228 1} 448 7 32
Pubiic sector 246 13 » ] 38
Private sector 6co ] 46 7 s
Manuiaciuring 494 9® a4 4 43
Flnance/Services 103 12 42 10 7
Government 83 ] 40 12 43 |
Education 73 38 23 [} 30
Health 161 19 S8 8 17?2
RetailWholesale 90 10 43 8 39
Ressarch & Development 18 4 ] 7 83

Table 4: Smoking Policies

Does smployer have a written smoking policy? in what areas of the workplace does smployer's
policy permit employees to smoke?

Petcont Porcent of smployers pemiling smoking in:
With
Numbarof  waisen PestRoom Ofice  Meatng  Nonhazardous
Classification Employers Policy _Caleteria __ Areas Arsas Roory _PlamAisar
Al employers 2072 74 14 S 7 4 °
East Contral region 851 3 18 ? 8 4 ]
Far Waest ragion 148 71 3 1 a
Northaast/Miade Atiantic region 453 78 13 4 7 4 10
Southem region 682 78 14 $ 10 [} 10
Cenval/Rocky Mounain/Southwest reqion 133 67 ] 1 1 2 3
Smail (fewer than 100 employess) 669 . 62 - 12 [ N ] [ ®
Mid-sized {3100-800 empioyees) 924 7 18 8 a S 10
Large (mom than 500 ampioyees) 409 84 14 2 4 2 s
For profit 068 72 17 ] 8 8 10
Not for profit 367 82 6 2 7 3 2
Public secior 381 74 10 5 9 S 6
@clvato soctor 047 74 15 [ ? 4 o
Manufactuting 724 73 23 L4 "] [ 1 17
Finance/Services 218 7 15 L] 8 ) 2
Governmaent 112 76 ] 3 8 3 3
Ecucation 103 92 10 2 ? 1 3
Health 248 79 2 1 1
Retail/Wholusale 149 9 10 8 12 8 @
Resxearch § Dovulopment 24 78 13 . 4 4

o
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Table 5: Smoking Cassation
What help doss smployer ofter to employses who want to quit smoking?

Poccent of employers oflering apecified type of smoking cessation help:

‘ Number of
~Slagsifcaron —Emplovers ___Hold Classes  __ Sporwer Clasase __Reimburss Expenses
All employers 2101 8 14 17
East Central region €59 9 12 20
Far West region 149 L] 11 13
NacthesstVMiddia Atantic region 480 10 17 20
) Southem region €93 8 14 14
Central/Rocky Mountaln/Southwasi regon 134 4 13 14
8mall (fewer than 100 emplioyees) 882 3 7 12
Mid-sized (100-S00 smployess) NI ® 14 18
Large (more than 500 employess) 412 16 25 20
For profit 078 7 13 19
Not for profit 373 12 18 13
Public secror 38S 9 16 12
| Private sector 959 8 17?2 19
] Manutscturing 731 8 16 19
| finance/Services 217 1 11 26
{ Government 118 7 16 10
1 Education 103 17 1% ¢
l Health 248 14 24 12
Ratall/Wholet ale 143 2 1) 20
Research & Develooment 24 [] 17

Table 6: Other Smoking Issues

Has employer erected walls or added ventliation to accommodate nonsmokers? Doss smployer
aliow individuals to designale personal olfices as smoking/nonsmoking? Does employer refuse to

- — ——

®
hire smokers? Number of Ev&lmah Number of M:: g:gmleﬂ Number of 5:':‘.::»'9
Employers orinstaiing  Employera  of Personal a8 Employers 1o Hiro
Classification Responding  Ventlaton  Responding Smoking/Nonemoking Responding Smokers
f All smpioyers 2101 7 2050 10 2063 2 |
| E ast Conual region 659 [} 641 1 648 1
Far West region 149 1 147 2 148 2
NorthsastMiocie Atlantic region 480 8 448 11 447 2
Southem region 693 8 678 1" 688 2
Contal/Rocky Moumain/Southwes! region 134 5 133 s 3 3
Small (fewer than 100 employses) 882 8 685 10 &7 3
Mid-sized (100-500 employess) 033 8 914 " 913 1
Large (more than 500 smpicyees) 412 ° 400 ] 408 2
| Forproft 978 ] 958 1" 982 2 |
Not for profit 373 ] 367 7 369 1
Public sector 388 8 a7 10 80 1
Private sector 950 7 938 10 043 3
Manufachiring M 10 710 13 n? 2
Finance/Services 217 8 215 1 218 2
Government 118 n 114 1 112 1
Eovcation 103 $ 102 10 101 2
Health 248 3 240 2 248 2
RetaiWholesale 143 S 138 12 139 2
Research & Dovelopment 24 21 24 8 24 4
J
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